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REMARKS 

The Examiner rejected all pending claims. Applicant hereby amends 
claims 1 and 9, and adds new claim 18-20, in order to more clearly articulate the 
inventive subject matter. 

The Examiner rejected claim 1-3, 7-12 and 16-17 under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) 
as being anticipated by Kohli . Applicant respectfully traverses this rejection. 
Claim 1 as amended recites a "processor... configured to: automatically extract 
the user's geographic location information from the signals carrying the search 
query without requiring the user to enter said geographic location information." In 
other words, without the user having entered his or her location, the processor 
can automatically extract the user's geographic location from a signal carrying 
the user's search query. The extracted geographic location is then used to 
enhance the search. 

The above described limitations are neither disclosed nor suggested by 
Kohli. Instead. Kohli d escribes a system in which the user must enter his or her 
geographic location (e.g., city and state). See Figs. 2A-4B; col. 4, lines 27-32; 
40-45; 54-59. As Kohli puts it "Upon entry of the city entry.. .and the state 
entry.. .the user presses the find button to initiate the search." Nothing in Kohli 
suggests automatic extraction of location information from the signal itself, as 
opposed to requiring the user to enter his or her location. 

Kohli also fails to disclose additional limitations of claim 1, such wireless 
device communication and "ranking relevant search objects by the distance 
between the user's geographic location and the geographic location associated 
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with each relevant search object." Concerning the wireless device 
communication limitations , the Examiner states, without explanation, that Kohli 
discloses "a system for responding to a search query from a. ..wireless device" at 
col 3, lines 64-65, "said wireless device being communicatively coupled via a 
wireless communication system to a server on the Internet" at col, 3, lines 50-51, 
and "returning] search results to the user via said wireless communication 
system" at col. 4„ lines 48-53. 

Kohli col. 3, lines 64-65 reads "The search query engine 16 is coupled to a 
database 18 into which Is compiled a city list 21, a virtual city list 22, and [, and a 
friendly name list 23]," Kohli col. 3, lines 50-51 reads u [a server] is interconnected 
with a plurality of clients 11 over an internetwork 12, such as the Internet, and 
with a plurality of [personal computers (PCs)]" and Kohli col. 4, lines 48-53 reads 
"Any type of search category could be displayed assuming the search category 
could be organized along geographic parameters, such as a city name organized 
by latitude and longitude. The screen shot 45 shows those search categories 
falling within a five mile radius 47 of the city entry 41 and state entry 42." These 
quotes to do not mention or imply any type of wireless communication at all, 
much less the specific wireless device communication limitations recited by claim 
1. Applicant has carefully studied Kohli , and respectfully posits that nothing else 
in Kohli discloses or suggests the wireless limitations recited by claims 1 either. 

The Examiner states, without explanation, that Kohli discloses "ranking 
relevant search objects by the distance between the user's geographic location 
and the geographic location associated with each relevant search object" at col. 
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4 ( lines 35-38 and col. 6, lines 48-49. Kohli col. 4, lines 35-38 reads "Any type of 
search category could be displayed assuming the search category could be 
organized along geographic parameters, such as a city name organized by 
latitude and longitude." This merely discusses organizing categories to search 
by geographic parameters, not "ranking relevant search objects by the distance 
between the user's geographic location and the geographic location associated 
with each relevant search object" as claim 1 recites. Kohli col. 6, lines 48-49 
reads "methods of increasing a search radius are possible, such as using 
kilometers or street boundaries." This discusses increasing a geographical area 
in which to search, not "ranking relevant search objects by the distance between 
the user's geographic location and the geographic location associated with each 
relevant search object" as recited by claim 1 . 

Claims 2-3 and 7-8 are dependent from claim 1 and are thus allowable for 
at least the same reasons as claim 1. Claims 9-12 and 16-17 are method claims 
similar in scope to claims 1-3 and 7-8, and are thus allowable for at least the 
same reasons as claims 1-5, 10-11 and 14. Although moot in light of the above, 
for the record Applicant respectfully traverses the Examiner's assertion that the 
additional recited limitations of the dependent claims are anticipated by Kohli. 

The Examiner rejected claims 4-5 and 13-14 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being obvious in light of a hypothetical combination of Kohli and Kim . Claims 4- 
5 and 13-14 all depend from an independent claim discussed above, and are 
thus allowable for at least the same reasons. Although moot in light of the above, 
for the record Applicant respectfully traverses the Examiner's assertions that 
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there exists a motivation to combine Kohli and Kim , and that such a hypothetical 
combination would disclose or suggest the claimed limitations. 

The Examiner rejected claims 6 and 15 under 35 aS.C. 103(a) as being 
obvious in light of a hypothetical combination of Kohli and U kelson . Claims 6 
and 15 both depend from an independent claim discussed above, and are thus 
allowable for at least the same reasons. Although moot in light of the above, for 
the record Applicant respectfully traverses the Examiner's assertions that there 
exists a motivation to combine Kohli and Ukelson . and that such a hypothetical 
combination would disclose or suggest the claimed limitations. 

Applicant respectfully posits that the pending claims have been 
distinguished from the art of record, and that all objections to and rejections of 
the claims have been overcome. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests 
allowance of all claims as amended. If the Examiner would like to discuss this 
matter, Applicant's attorney can be reached at 650-474-8400. 



Respectfully submitted. 




Michael A. Glenn 
Reg. No. 30,176 



Customer No. 22,862 



12 



PAGE 13/13 * RCVD AT 8/31/2006 7:12:14 PM [Eastern Daylight Time] * SVR:USPTO-EFXRF<5I20 * DNIS:2738300 * CSID:650 474 8401 1 DURATION (mnws):01-54 



